In this article we examine the role of potential factors influencing the choice of payment method in takeover transactions of Malaysian acquirers. We document that the financial leverage, the size of acquiring firms, the relative size of the transactions to acquiring firms, and the high technology status of the targets are key determinants to explain the methods of payment in their transactions. Moreover, the acquirers are found to be able to use equity to finance their foreign M&A transactions during the credit constraint periods.
Introduction
Mergers and acquisitions (M&As) have become a remarkable business phenomenon around the globe. As one of the viable turnaround options for restoring health of distressed companies which should be seen as a means for their survival and growth in the 21 st century, they are popularly employed by investors especially in the advanced economies of the world to engender large and financially viable companies, which in turn facilitate the rapid growth and development of the economies. On the other hand, they are also adopted by investors in developing countries, where today's unfolding scenario requires the pooling together of resources for more optimal use in order to ensure economic rationalization, economies of scale, and survival and profitable growth. Thus, M&As are an important means by which companies achieve sound economies of scale, remove inefficient management, or respond to economic shocks (Rachel et al., 2004) . Moreover, with the pace of globalization, many companies go beyond the national borders of the countries to expand, diversify, or consolidate their businesses, and international M&As, as a result, are among the most frequently used corporate strategies (Larsen, 2007) . These popular forms of business investments gained popularity in the business world with Malaysia being no exception since the 1990s (Song et al., 2008) .
Selection of payment methods is clearly one of the most important aspects of structuring the deal for the fact that it has a significant influence on the financial status, capital structure, and controlling structure of the surviving purchasing companies after transactions (Faccio & Masulis, 2005) . In 1988 nearly 60% of the value of large deals, those with value of over $100 million, was paid by cash, and less than 2% of the value, by stock. However, within merely 10 years the profile was almost reversed, with about 50% and only 17% of the value of large deals paid by stock and by cash in 1998 respectively. This shift has profound ramifications for the shareholders of both acquiring and acquired companies (Rappaport & Sirower, 1999) .
While a large number of studies related to methods of payment in M&As have been conducted in developed countries, such as the US, the UK, Canada, and so on, there is a limited number of research done in the context of developing countries. In this paper we examine the determinants of the medium of exchange in M&A transactions involving Malaysian acquiring companies.
It should be well noticed that Malaysia is a key participant in the negotiation of the Trans-Pacific Partnership free trade agreement and, together with the nine other ASEAN members, would form the ASEAN Economic Community in 2015. The country has transformed itself from a producer of raw materials, such as tin and rubber, in the 1970s into an emerging multi-sector economy, becoming a leading exporter of electrical appliances, electronic parts and components, palm oil, and natural gas. As a relatively open economy, Malaysia is a vital part of the East Asia manufacturing network; the business environment encourages the development of a vibrant private sector. Additionally, it scores well in the area of open markets measured by trade freedom, investment freedom, and financial freedom, compared to the global averages. The financial sector is robust, while foreign investment is being permitted to a greater degree.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first empirical study investigating the difference in the key factors determining the methods of payment of Malaysian acquirers in both cross-border and domestic deals. We find that the financial leverage, the size of acquiring firms, the relative size of the transactions to acquiring firms, and the high technology status of the targets are major determinants to explain the methods of payment in transactions of Malaysian acquirers. Moreover, Malaysian acquirers are able to use equity to finance their foreign M&A transactions during the credit constraint periods.
Literature review
M&As are one of the most significant and largest investment decisions that companies and corporate strategists face. They are also one of the most complex transactions usually involving simultaneous decisions on how to engage in a merger or acquisition, how to finance and pay for an M&A, and how to align the financing requirements with the target capital structure (Bessler et al., 2011) .
The method of payment plays an important role in the success of an M&A transaction because cash and stock offers differ regarding these transaction risks. These differences are due to information asymmetries and variation in their pricing mechanisms. In addition, stock and cash offers are also different from a governance perspective because stock offers may substantially change the ownership structure of the acquirer. In fact, most practitioners view the method of payment, financing alternatives, and capital structure choices as a joint decision in setting the terms of a deal (Bruner, 2004) .
One of the most extensively researched areas in finance has been whether mergers create value for the shareholders of the target and acquirer firms. There are various studies examining the relation between the method of payment in M&As and operating performance of targets and acquirers after M&A deals. For example, Travlos (1987) , Wansley et al. (1987) , Amihud et al. (1990) , Servaes (1991) , and Brown and Ryngaert (1991) documented significantly negative average announcement returns to acquirers when the method of payment is by stock rather than by cash. One dominant explanation for this pattern is that an offer to pay shares for an M&A deal will be seen by market participants as a signal that the stocks are overvalued (Myers & Majluf, 1984) . Although extant literature documented significant relations between the form of financing choice and announcement returns, some research found no evidence that the method of payment provides information regarding the firm's future operating performance such as Healy et al. (1992) and Heron and Lie (2002) . The apparent inconsistency between the results could be attributable to differences in the underlying samples. Harris and Raviv (1988) and Stulz (1988) hypothesized that managers who value control and hold a significant ownership fraction of their firm's stock will be unwilling to dilute their holdings and risk a loss of control by issuing stock to finance investment. Amihud et al. (1990) developed this hypothesis by testing the relation between corporate control considerations and the means of investment financing-cash (and debt) or stock. In support of this hypothesis they found evidence that the larger the managerial ownership fraction of the acquiring firm, the more likely the use of cash financing. Moreover, Ghosh and Ruland (1998) illustrated that target firm managerial ownership is even more important than that of acquirers in explaining the methods of payment in M&A deals. If managers with high ownership in targets negotiate for stock to exercise influence in combined firms, their pro forma ownership in the combined firms after acquisitions is a determinant of the method of acquisition. Martin (1996) , Boateng and Bi (2014) , and Boone et al. (2014) examined the motives underlying the payment method in corporate acquisitions. They considered the size of target and acquiring firms, their investment opportunities, and acquirer's cash availability as determinants of the method of payment. The findings showed that there is a positive association between the acquirer's growth opportunities and the likelihood of stock financing. In addition, the higher the pre-acquisition market value of acquiring firm, the more likely it is for the firm to use stock as the method of payment in an M&A deal. In contrast, if the acquirer has more cash availability, it tends to use cash instead. Sudarsanam and Mahate (2003) , additionally, reported a significant correlation between financial status and the choice of payment method. Their findings indicated that acquiring firms with high growth or high investment opportunities (glamour acquirers) are more likely to use equity as a method of payment. Furthermore, they demonstrated that glamour acquiring firms offering equity suffer more serious underperformance than those offering cash on the long-run post-acquisition. Faccio and Masulis (2005) conducted an investigation into determinants of M&A financing decisions using a large sample of European acquirers for publicly and privately held targets over the period from 1997 to 2000. Overall, they detected much more concentrated ownership in Europe and stronger effects on the M&A financing choice from acquirer corporate governance concerns and financial conditions than Martin (1996) did for the case of the US. They also noted that if an acquirer is on a bank's board of directors, it is easier for the firm to access debt market, resulting in a larger portion of cash financing used in M&A deals.
When using cash as a method of payment, the purchasing company offers a fixed amount it is willing to pay in exchange for the target shares (Bessler et al., 2011) . In a cash deal the relationship between the stockholders of purchasing firm and target firm is clear. When the deal is closed, the target shareholders divest from the firm in exchange for cash. The purchasing company has total rights of the target company from its former shareholders. Stockholders of the purchasing company will not lose their control to the new surviving company; therefore, ownership will not be diluted by any means. However, the shareholders of the target firm are not prevented from investing money in the acquirer's stock, thus continuing to be shareholders.
In a stock deal there is uncertainty about the actual price that the target shareholders receive. Typically, they are offered a specific number of shares of the acquirer or of the newly combined company in exchange for their share. Consequently, the precise price that is paid in these deals is conditional on the stock price movements of the acquirer's shares until closing (Bessler et al., 2011) . Furthermore, when the deal is closed, in a stock deal, former shareholders of target firm, as well as former shareholders of the purchasing firm, all become shareholders of the new surviving firm after M&As. In some cases, the shareholders of the acquired company can end up owning most of the company that bought their shares. Also, in a stock deal the value and risk are shared between both parties in proportion to the percentage of the combined company that the acquiring and selling shareholders each will own.
Hypotheses development
Following Cao and Madura (2011), we classify potential determinants of method of payment into three categories: determinants reflecting cash constraints imposed on acquirers, determinants reflecting asymmetric information between acquirers and target firm, and determinants reflecting country risk and governance.
Determinants reflecting cash constraints
We hypothesize that firms using cash payment method commonly require issuing new debts; thus, the financial status of acquiring firms before M&As also has a great influence on the choice of medium of exchange. Faccio and Masulis (2005) and Boateng and Bi (2014) argued that firms with high leverage are constrained in their ability to fund investment by debt since issuing new debts raises the probability of financial distress and bankruptcy costs. As a result, we hypothesize that acquirers with a high degree of financial leverage are more likely to use stock financing as their method of payment in M&As. We choose DEBT, which is measured as total liabilities of acquirer divided by total asset of acquirer, to proxy for an acquirer's financial leverage.
H1: The acquirer's leverage has a positive relationship with the proportion of stock payment used in M&A deals. Faccio and Masulis (2005) provided an explanation as to how acquirers' size influences the financing choice. Due to the diversification characteristics of large firms, it is less likely for those firms to deal with the bankruptcy situation. Moreover, larger firms usually have a better reputation, making them easier to have access to debt markets. In addition, supposing that large firms have sufficiency of unused debt capacity or liquid assets, they tend to choose cash as a payment method since cash payment is the most simple method with a high-speed settlement and thorough ownership transferring. Furthermore, the use of cash allows larger acquirers to avoid the agency cost of equity. Thus, we assume that larger acquiring firms are more likely to use cash as the medium of exchange in M&As. We measure acquirers' size by the variable SIZE, which is calculated as the log of pre-merger book value of acquirers' assets.
H2: The acquirer's size has a negative relationship with the proportion of stock payment used in M&A deals.
As argued in Cao and Madura (2011) , high technology firms usually require a large amount of money as initial investment for research and development. For that reason, the high-tech status of acquirers can be considered as a factor that represents cash constraint. In agreement with Jung et al. (1996) , Martynova and Renneboog (2009) argued that firms with good investment opportunities have strong motivations to finance investment by issuing equity than debt. As a result, it is supposed that high-tech acquirers prefer to finance M&A deals with equity. We use the dummy variable TECHBID as a proxy for high-tech status of acquirers. The dummy variable equals 1 if the acquirer has high-tech Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes and 0 otherwise.
H3: High-tech acquiring firms are more likely to use stock payment as a means of payment in M&As.
In line with Cao and Madura (2011) , during the weak economic conditions, stock prices are more likely to decrease, preventing acquirers from issuing new stock to fund investment. However, under the crisis circumstances, there is limited access to debt markets. We choose the variable CRISIS to test the impact of crisis periods on the decision to finance M&A transactions. Based on Johnson et al. (2000) , Ivashina and Scharfstein (2010) , and Arslan et al. (2006) , we consider the periods of 1997-1998, 2001-2002, and 2007 
H4: The weak economic condition has a significant impact on the choice of medium of exchange in M&As.
Faccio and Masulis (2005) argued that firms selling subsidiaries often suffer financial distress. On the other hand, they might want to restructure and focus on their core business. Therefore, they have a strong preference for cash. In addition, unlisted sellers should have a strong demand for cash because of the highly concentrated characteristics of unlisted firm's ownership and the often imminent retirement of a controlling shareholder manager. Therefore, we expect that the proportion of cash payment in a deal is higher when the target firm is a subsidiary or an unlisted firm. We choose the dummy variable SUB as a proxy for public status of target firms. It equals 0 when target firms are public firms, and equals 1 otherwise.
H5: There is a positive relationship between the publicly traded status of target firms and the proportion of stock payment in M&As.

Determinants reflecting asymmetric information
The model of the issue-invest decision by Myers and Majluf (1984) assumes that the target firm's managers are aware of its firm's true value better than the acquiring firm's and that the management acts in the existing shareholders' interests. Therefore, if they believe that their firm is undervalued, they will prefer cash offer, and in contrast, if they believe their stock is overvalued, they will prefer stock offer. It shows that market participants see stock offer as a bad signal, and stock price will reduce afterward. In addition, Chemmanur et al. (2009) presented evidence that the greater the extent of information asymmetry faced by an acquirer in evaluating its target, the greater its likelihood of using a cash offer.
Hasen (1987) contributed to the asymmetric information modeling by considering the case where a target firm knows its value better than a potential acquirer, and the transacting process of a merger or acquisition is treated as a two-agent bargaining game under imperfect information. If the acquiring firm makes cash offer, the target firm accepts the offer only if its value is less than the offer made. To protect itself against this adverse selection, the acquirer should offer stock payment rather than cash payment because of the desirable contingent-pricing effect of stock. The target, using its information, will not always accept stock offer. Hansen's (1987) model pointed out the negative relationship between the probability of a stock offer and the target's size relative to the acquirer's size. Moreover, a relatively large target makes the bidder more vulnerable to major losses due to a bad investment decision (see Boone et al., 2014) . Hence, acquirers have a tendency to use stock as a payment method in large deals. We suppose that cash payment is less likely to be used for relatively large deals. We use the variable RELSIZE, which equals the deal value divided by the premerger book value of acquirer's assets in dollars, to examine the impact of the relative size on the method of payment.
H6:
The relative size of the deals has a positive relationship with the proportion of stock payment used in M&A deals.
According to Cao and Madura (2011) , the less transparent issue in assets of high technology firms is less transparent and thus raises the problem of information asymmetry. Acquirers prefer to use a greater proportion of stock payment in transactions involving high-tech targets to share the risks of misvaluation between the two parties. Therefore, we hypothesize that there is a smaller proportion of cash used in M&As if targets are high-tech companies. We use the dummy variable TECHSELL as a proxy for high technology status of the targets. The dummy variable equals 1 if the targets have high-tech Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, and 0 otherwise.
H7: Acquiring firms are more likely to use stock payment method when purchasing high-tech targets.
The higher level of relatedness between the acquirer and the target, the less exposure of information asymmetry between the two parties, and thus the more acquirer's willingness of using a cash offer. Chemmanur et al. (2009) and Faccio and Masulis (2005) found evidence to support that point. We expect that if the two parties are in the same industry and thus have the same two-digit SIC code, there is a greater proportion of cash payment in the deal. We use the dummy variable RELATED to capture this effect. It equals 1 if acquirers and targets have the same two-digit SIC code, and 0 otherwise 1 .
H8: The industry relatedness between acquirers and targets has a negative effect on the proportion of stock payment used in M&As.
Determinants reflecting country risk and governance
The target shareholders may be reluctant to accept an equity offer from foreign acquirers for several reasons. First, the acquiring firm may be less known in the target country. Secondly, according to Faccio and Masulis (2005) , the target country's government may impose some restrictions on foreign equity investments. Consequently, we hypothesize that there is a positive relationship between cross-border deal and the proportion of cash payment in M&A deals. We employ CROSS, a dummy that equals 1 if the acquiring firm and the target firm are in the same country, and 0 otherwise.
H9: The country relatedness between target and acquiring firms has a negative impact on the proportion of stock payment used in M&As.
If target and acquiring companies are not in the same country, there arises an asymmetric information problem in terms of culture, legal system, regulation, economic policies, and so on, which poses a threat to acquiring firms. Henisz (2000) suggested that when doing business in a foreign country, the multinational firm should partner with the host-country firm; by that way, the multinational firm can protect itself from opportunistic expropriation by shifting some risks to sellers. Moreover, Rossi and Volpin (2004) documented that acquirers are more willing to use equity in a cross-border deal that is in the country with high shareholder protection, and in contrast, there are more cash deals in countries with lower shareholder protection.
H10: Acquirers use more equity payment when purchasing targets in a country that has a common law system and high economic freedom.
Following Cao and Madura (2011), we use two variables as proxies for country risk and corporate governance, which include: (i) Economic freedom: This is the fundamental right of every human to control his or her own labor and property. In an economically free society not only should individuals be free to work, produce, consume, and invest in any way they please, but the government also allows labor, capital, and goods to move freely, and refrain from coercion or constraint of liberty beyond the extent necessity to protect and maintain the liberty itself. We collect the rating of economic freedom for each target country in the sample and employ the variable FREEDOM in our analysis. FREEDOM equals the log of the economic freedom rating of the target country; and (ii) Legal system: Since common law systems have relatively strong shareholder rights, we use COMMON as a proxy for the influence of legal system on the choice of exchange medium. We set it equal to 1 if the target country has a common law system, and 0 otherwise.
Data and methodology
Data
We obtain our sample from the Thomson Financial SDC Platinum database. Only transactions that satisfy certain criteria are included in the sample. First, the data cover Malaysian acquirers only. Second, the transactions should have the announcement data from January 1, 1995 to December 31, 2012. Third, the deal value should not be less than USD10 million. Fourth, deals have to be completed, and deals' forms are mergers, acquisitions, or acquisitions of majority interest. The final sample has 313 observations. Moreover, we collect information about the economic freedom rating from the Heritage website and the legal system classification from the 'CIA World Factbook' website. Table 1 provides summary of the variables. 
Methodology
In accordance with Facio and Masulis (2005), we use a two boundary Tobit model, also called a censored regression model, to estimate the relationship between various explanatory variables and the stock proportion used in the transactions. The general model is as follows:
where ui is an independently distributed error term assumed to be normal with zero mean and variance σ2.
If 0 < yi* <100 then yi = yi* If yi* ≤ 100 then yi = 100 If yi* ≤ 0 then yi = 0 When applying this model to our sample, the quasi-maximum likelihood (QML) White/Huber standard errors are used to correct for heteroskedasticity. Table 2 presents the distribution of M&A transactions by seller countries. Our sample comprises 313 acquisitions with total deal value of around USD51 billion. Domestic deals represent the largest group in our sample while cross-border deals just account for 16.18% of transaction numbers and 13.74% of deal values in the entire sample. A majority of cross-border deals involve Singapore targets (11.78% of all targets), and other cross-border deals only account for 1.96% of transaction numbers. Some crossborder deals involve targets from developed countries, such as Australia, Canada, Germany, Hong Kong, Italy, the Netherlands, and the United Kingdom, while other deals involve targets from developing countries. Table 3 shows the volume of M&A transactions over time. M&A activity increases in terms of the total number of transactions and the total deal value since 1999. The increase might be explained by the fact that Malaysia suffered the Asian financial crisis of 1997-1998, but after that the economy rebounded quickly, continuing to post solid growth rates, averaging 5. Table 4 shows that the sample includes 144 (46.01%) pure cash deals, 46 (14.70%) pure stock deals, and 123 (39.30%) mixed payment deals. The total value of mixed payment deals accounts for more than 50% of total investment value. Table 5 presents the descriptive statistics of the independent variables. It shows that the characteristics that reflect cash constraints, asymmetric information, and countryspecific aspects are quite different across categories of payment methods. Acquirers financing deals with cash have the highest average SIZE, while acquirers financing deals with stock have the lowest average SIZE. This evidence once again strengthens our hypothesis that larger acquirer firms are more likely to use cash as exchange medium in M&A deals. The variable RELSIZE in pure stock deals is significantly larger than that in pure cash deals (9.53 times larger), which is convincing evidence supporting our presumption that cash is less likely to be used for a relatively large-value deal. We are also aware that acquirer financing deals with stock have the highest average TECHSELL, supporting our prediction that there is a smaller proportion of cash used in a deal if the seller is a high tech company. In addition, consistent with our earlier hypothesis, the likelihood of the acquirer and target in the same country is highest in pure cash deals and lowest in pure stock deals. Furthermore, the average FREEDOM of the target country is highest for only cash deals, and the average COMMON is highest for only stock deals. Table 6 presents the results achieved by applying the Tobit regression to the full sample in order to test variables that may influence the method of payment in M&A transactions of Malaysian acquirers 3 . There are two models reflecting the target country governance, and only one of them is included in any model. The results show that several variables measuring cash constraints and reflecting asymmetric information are significant, which supports our hypothesis regarding how cash constraints and asymmetric information affect the choice of the exchange medium in M&A transactions. Note: ***, **, and * denote significance levels at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10 respectively.
Empirical results
Data description
Univariate results
Multivariate results
Results for the full sample of Malaysian acquirers
The results indicate that the debt ratio of an acquirer has a significant and positive impact on the proportion of stock used as a means of payment in both models at 10% level. Financially constrained acquirers with high leverage are more likely to use stock as the method of payment in M&A deals, which is consistent with acquirers' concerns about substantially raising their likelihood of bankruptcy. If the acquirer's debt ratio reveals a 1% increase, the expected equity payment would increase by 43% while holding all other variables in the model constant. The result is in line with the evidence of Faccio and Masulis (2005) found in M&A transactions in the sample of European acquirers. Moreover, we find that the coefficient of SIZE is negatively significant at 1% level in both models, which is significant evidence supporting our argument that acquirers with larger size are more likely to use cash since they have better reputation, which makes it easier to have access to funding. If the log of premerger book value of acquirer's assets increases by one basis point, the expected equity payment would decrease by 32 % while holding all other variables in the model constant. The result is also in line with the evidence shown by Cao and Madura (2011) in the asset sell-off transactions' sample of US sellers.
We also find that the coefficient of RELSIZE is positive and significant at 1% level in both models. If the relative size of the deal increases by 1%, the expected equity payment would increase by 6.5% while holding all other variables in the model constant. The result, along with the evidence found in the sample of European mergers and acquisitions (Faccio & Masulis, 2005) , underpins Hansen's (1987) argument that purchasing firms should use stock financing to reduce their information asymmetry with regard to the target's market value. The coefficient of TECHSELL is positive and significant at 5% level, consistent with the argument of Hansen (1987) that purchasing companies prefer to use a greater proportion of stock in a deal if the seller is a high-tech company in order to shorten the asymmetric information problem and share risks between two parties. If the target is a high-tech firm, the expected equity payment would be 60% higher than in a deal in which the target is not a high-tech firm while holding all other variables in the model constant. Only in model 1 is the coefficient of CROSS negative and significant at 5% level, offering marginal evidence that the Malaysian acquiring firms are less likely to use stock as the method of payment in cross-border deals. Table 7 shows the results for the sub-sample of domestic deals that we obtain from the Tobit model 4 . Regarding the cash constraint variables, we find that the coefficients of DEBT and SIZE are significant at 10% and 1% levels respectively. Moreover, the coefficient of RELSIZE is also significant at 1% level. The sign of the coefficients are consistent with the findings suggested in Table 6 , which strengthens our expectation regarding the impact of financial leverage, size of acquirers, and relative size of the deal on the proportion of stock in the payment. On top of that, the marginal effects of the significant variables are similar to those in Table 6 . Note: ***, **, and * denote significance levels at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10 respectively.
Results for the domestic sub-sample of Malaysian acquirers
5.3.3. Results for the cross-border sub-sample of Malaysian acquirers Table 8 presents the results obtained from applying the Tobit model to the sub-sample of cross-border deals 5 . There are two models reflecting the target country governance, and only one of them is included in any model. Consistent with the results in the full sample, the coefficients of SIZE and TECHSELL are highly significant. The coefficient of SIZE is negative, whereas that of TECHSELL is positive. If the log of premerger book value of acquirer's assets increases by one point, the expected equity payment would decrease by 12% while holding all other variables in the model constant. Furthermore, if the target is a high-tech firm, the expected equity payment would be 45% higher than in a deal in which the target is not a high-tech firm while holding all other variables in the model constant. These results indicate that Malaysian acquirers use more equity when purchasing foreign targets when they are smaller in size and are high technology firms. Note: ***, **, and * denote significance levels at 0.01, 0.05 and 0.10 respectively.
Interestingly, the coefficient of CRISIS is also statistically significant. It is positively significant at 1% level in both models, suggesting that during the financial crisis periods Malaysian acquirers use more equity to finance their foreign purchasing. There was a shortage of credit during the crisis periods, when the equity proportion increases by 25% while holding all other variables in the model constant. Thus, the acquirers have to use more equity to finance their investments. Another fascinating point is that Malaysian acquirers are able to convince the targets to accept their equity as a means of payment.
Conclusion
While a large number of studies related to the method of payment in mergers and acquisitions have been conducted in developed countries, namely the US, the UK, Canada, etc., there is a limited number of research done in developing countries. In this paper, by employing Tobit regression to a large sample of mergers and acquisitions announced and competed during the period of 1995-2012, we examine the role of potential factors influencing the choice of the payment method in takeover transactions of Malaysian acquirers. Unlike many previous studies, we find that corporate governance at the national level does not have any impact on the method of payment of Malaysian acquirers. We also document that the financial leverage, the size of acquiring firms, the relative size of the transactions to acquiring firms, and the high technology status of the targets are key determinants to explain the method of payment in transactions of Malaysian acquirers. Moreover, Malaysian acquirers are able to use equity to finance their foreign M&A transactions during the credit constraint periods Notes 1 There are more characteristics from the bidders that we wish to include in our analysis. However, due to data limitations from Thomson Financial Securities Data's SDC and Compustat global, we cannot collect those for other variables to use in this study.
2 Summary of the variables that are used to explain the choice of payment method in M&A transactions of Malaysian acquirers 3 Tobit regressions explain the portion of stock financing in M&A transactions of Malaysian acquirers. The estimation is based on a two-boundary Tobit model to reflect lower and upper bound constraints on the percentage of stock used in the transaction. The p-value is based on QML (Huber/White) heteroskedasticity consistent standard errors. DEBT is the total liabilities of acquirer divided by total asset of acquirer. SIZE is the log of premerger book value of acquirer's assets. TECHBID equals 1 if the acquirer is a high-tech firm, and 0 otherwise. CRISIS equals 1 if the transactions happen during 2001-2002 and 2007 crisis, and 0 otherwise. SUB equals 0 if the seller is a public firm, and 1 otherwise. RELSIZE is the relative size of the transaction to the premerger book value of acquirer's assets. TECHSELL equals 1 if the seller is a high-tech firm, and 0 otherwise. RELATED equals 1 if the acquirer and seller have the same two-digit SIC code, and 0 otherwise. CROSS equals 1 if the deal is a cross-border deal, and 0 otherwise. FREEDOM is the natural logarithm of the economic freedom rating of the seller country. COMMON equals 1 if the target country has common law system, and 0 otherwise. 4 Tobit regressions explain the portion of stock financing in domestic transactions of Malaysian acquirers. The other details are the same as the above note.
5 Tobit regressions explain the portion of stock financing in cross-border transactions of Malaysian acquirers. The other details are the same as the above note.
